
ABSTRACT

The Armored Systems Modernization (ASM) Program's

acquisition environment directly contributed to and was the

principal cause of major program modifications and

revisions. Determination of the factors that produces

program changes and an understanding of their impact provide

the basis for important insights and add to acquisition

manager's body ·of knOWledge.

This thesis develops a composite summary of the ASM

Program, determines the significant acquisition related

environmenta'l factors that affected it, and explains how

these influences altered ASM Program outcomes. Based upon

the historical research and analysis, lessons learned

applicable to Army acquisition programs in general are

provided. Key lessons learned indicate that periodic

programmatic reassessment of both internal and external

environmental factors should be conducted to ensure that

programs are aligned with valid justifications and have the

support necessary for approval. Acquisition managers also

must receive instruction in the art of political negotiation

and compromise) in order to achieve essential program

objectives.
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:I. :INTRODUCT:ION

A. PURPOSE.

The purpose of this thesis is to develop a composite

summary of the Armored Systems Modernization (ASM) Program,

determine the significant acquisition related environmental

factors that affected it, and explain how these influences

altered ASM Program outcomes. Based upon the historical

research and analysis, lessons learned and insights

applicable to Army acquisition programs in general are

provided.

B. BACKGROUND

The ASM Program represented the Army's modernization

master plan for its combined arms combat systems. The

principal goal of ASM was to significantly increase force

effectiveness through the synergistic impact achieved by

employing an armored "family" of vehicles. The vehicle

family was based upon innovative, non-traditional, leading

edge design and development concepts and was to be produced

using a tailored acquisition strategy. This fleet of

vehicles was expected to result in substantial cost savings,

programmatic economies, and organizational efficiencies.

Due to program changes precipitated by a fluctuating

acquisition environment, ASM was totally restructured,

negating many of its stated advantages and benefits.
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C. THESiS OBJECTiVES

This thesis research topic developed through discussions

with the Program Executive Office(r) (PEO), Armored Systems

Modernization (PEO-ASM). PEO-ASM expressed an interest in

the compilation of key defining elements in t:he ASM Program

experience, indicating that it would provide them with a

useful resource and reference. During the di.scussions, PEO

ASM observed that ASM's acquisition environmE!nt directly

contributed to and was the primary cause behi.nd program

modifications and revisions. The PEO belieVE!d that

determination of the specific factors causingr the changes

and an understanding of their impact upon AS~[ would yield

important insights and lessons learned which could then be

applied to future Army acquisition programs.

To achieve these objectives, this thesis has constructed

a historical summary of the ASM Program, fronl its origins in

the pre-ASM studies through the major restruc:turing efforts

conducted in late 1991. The thesis has also identified the

major acquisition related environmental factors affecting

the program and proposes a set of lessons learned which are

applicable to Army program management in gene:ral.

D. RESEARCH QUESTiONS

1. Primary Research Question

Based on a historical summary of the ASM Program,

what common lessons learned can be derived from an analysis
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of acquisition related environmental factors over the life

of the program?

2. Subsidiary Research Questions

A. What principal and ancillary events and activities
contributed to the inception and evolution of ASM from
late 1979 through the December 1991?

B. Identify the major acquisition related environmental
factors that resulted in modifications and revisions
to ASM Program strategy and planning?

c. What affect did these major factors have on ASM
outcomes?

D. What insights and lessons learned, applicable to
Army acquisition programs in general, can be
derived from the affects of the acquisition
environment on ASM?

E. RESEARCH SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS

The history of ASM has been marked by complex

interactions between the unmistakable influences of the

acquisition environment and the program's strategy. This

thesis is primarily concerned with those acquisition related

environmental factors which have resulted in the alteration

of the program's original and sUbsequent strategies. Those

environmental factors not significantly related to major ASM

revisions will not be covered.

Various aspects of ASM programmatics, threat

assessments, and other associated factors were based on

restricted or classified data. In order to maintain an

unclassified thesis, specific restricted and/or classified

decision criteria are not discussed. Additionally, some

documents that might have provided additional insights into
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program decisions were not available due to limited

distribution and/or the nature of their security

classification.

Finally, this thesis does not represent clny official

position of Congress, the Office of the SeCrE!tary of Defense

(OSD), or the Department of the Army (DA). ~?he information

and data presented represents the author's observations,

interpretations, and conclusions. No inferences, either pro

or con, should be drawn or attributed to any of the agencies

mentioned.

F. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Research for this topic consisted primarily of an in

depth literature review and interviews with DA civilian and

military personnel. The literature review included pre-AFV

studies and reports, DA and OSD AFV/Heavy Force

Modernization (HFM)/ASM program documentation, briefing

packets, and memoranda. Congressional Appropriations, Armed

Services and Budget Committee hearing records and reports,

General Accounting Office (GAO) reports, professional

journal articles, and other pertinent written materials were

also referenced.

Research travel was conducted to PEO-ASM (in Warren,

Michigan), and to the offices of the Deputy Chief of Staff

for Operations and Training (DCSOPS), and thla Assistant

Secretary of the Army for Research, Development, and

Acquisition (ASARDA) (at the Pentagon, Washington, D.C.) for
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personal interviews ,and the additional review of on-site
\

references.
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II. ARMORED SYSTEMS MODERNIZATION PROGRAM 
HISTORICAL SUMMARY

A. GENERAL

Three successive efforts (Figure 1) comprised the

overall Armored Systems Modernization (ASM) Program. ASM

consisted of the Armored Family of Vehicles Task Force

(AFVTF) , the Heavy Force Modernization (HFM) Program, and

the ASM Acquisition Program.

The historical summary of the ASM Program is divided

into two segments. The first segment, beginning, in late

1979, reviews the inception and evolution of ASM concepts

and baselines. It primarily discusses the Phase I and II,

AFVTF efforts. The second segment, beginning in January

1988, reviews the transition to the HFM Program, the

conversion to the ASM Acquisition Program, and subsequent

development through December 1991.

B. EVOLUTION OF THE ARMORED FAMILY OF VEHICLES CONCEPT
(1979-1988)

This first segment encompasses the formulation and

development of the Armored Family of Vehicles (AFV) concept.

The AFV effort involved detailed research, analysis, and

mandated the start of the complicated program planning and

milestone review, documentation process. The AFV concept

work involved a substantial investment of time, talent, and
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effort by the Army's research, development, and acquisition

(RD&A) and force development communities.

Initial efforts were primarily conducted by the AFVTF

but the assistance of other Army commands, most notably the

Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), the Tank and

Automotive Command (TACOM), and the Army Material Command

(AMC) , were instrumental in achieving an acceptable AFV

concept. AFVTF's collaboration with the AirL,and Battle 

Future study groups and the Armor/Anti-Armor Special Study

Group were also vital to realizing the approved concept.

The efforts of organizations committed to the AFV

concept definition process were regularly guided by a series

of reviews during the Phase II studies. These concept

reviews were attended by senior Army leaders and staff who

introduced their thoughts, ideas, and concerns into the

process. These reviews helped to direct the work of the

task force and establish AFV concept parameters. When the

approved AFV concept transitioned to program status, it was

based on the corporate consensus of the senior Army

leadership and had wide support across the Army. Throughout

this first segment, ASM remained largely untouched by the

pressures and stresses of the external acquisition

environment (Table I).
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Table I - Event Timeline (1979-1989)

• 1979-85 - Related group studies;

• OCT 1985 - CSA charters AFV effort; draft 0&0 plan;

• JAN 1986 - AFVTF established and Phase I studies begin
(with an unconstrained, revolutionary focus);

• AUG 1986 - AFV JMNS and Milestone 0 approval;

• SEP 1986 - Phase I industry contracts awarded;

• AUG 1987 - Phase I brief-out and AFVTF Phase II
authorized;

• SEP 1987 - AFVTF charter updated and Phase II studies
begin (with a constrained, evolutionary focus),
ALB-F(H) studies begin;

• OCT 1987 - ALB-F studies begin;

• NOV 1987 - 1st RRC (memorandum in lieu of meeting),

• JAN 1988 - AFV RD&A funding reduced (held in Tech Base) ;

• FEB 1988 - 2nd RRC;

• MAR 1988 - FMSWG meeting, A3STF studies begin;

• APR 1988 - 3rd RRC;

• MAY 1988 - TRADOC redefines Package I;

• JUN 1988 - AFVTF/A3STF collaboration;

• AUG 1988 - 4th RRC and Tank Review program;

• SEP 1988 - 5th RRC and AFV decision review;

• OCT 1988 - CSC AFV strategy review;

• NOV 1988 - Phase II industry Contracts awarded;

• JAN 1989 - AFVTF/HFM transition begins;

• APR 1989 - AFVTF Phase II ends, HFM program begins.

9

•

Table I - Event Timeline (1979-1989)

• 1979-85 - Related group studies;

• OCT 1985 - CSA charters AFV effort; draft 0&0 plan;

• JAN 1986 - AFVTF established and Phase I studies begin
(with an unconstrained, revolutionary focus);

• AUG 1986 - AFV JMNS and Milestone 0 approval;

• SEP 1986 - Phase I industry contracts awarded;

• AUG 1987 - Phase I brief-out and AFVTF Phase II
authorized;

• SEP 1987 - AFVTF charter updated and Phase II studies
begin (with a constrained, evolutionary focus),
ALB-F(H) studies begin;

• OCT 1987 - ALB-F studies begin;

• NOV 1987 - 1st RRC (memorandum in lieu of meeting),

• JAN 1988 - AFV RD&A funding reduced (held in Tech Base) ;

• FEB 1988 - 2nd RRC;

• MAR 1988 - FMSWG meeting, A3STF studies begin;

• APR 1988 - 3rd RRC;

• MAY 1988 - TRADOC redefines Package I;

• JUN 1988 - AFVTF/A3STF collaboration;

• AUG 1988 - 4th RRC and Tank Review program;

• SEP 1988 - 5th RRC and AFV decision review;

• OCT 1988 - CSC AFV strategy review;

• NOV 1988 - Phase II industry Contracts awarded;

• JAN 1989 - AFVTF/HFM transition begins;

• APR 1989 - AFVTF Phase II ends, HFM program begins.

9



1. Early conceptual studies (1979-1984)

The current ASM acquisition program is the direct

descendant of a series of related Army analyi:ical research

and study efforts which began in late 1979 and continued

through 1985 (Table II). The focus of this qroup of related.

studies was primarily to determine Army operational

shortcomings and armored, ground combat systE~m deficiencies.

The objective of these studies was to evaluate and determine:

operational and organizational solutions and strategies for

correcting the problems.

Table II - Related study Grc)ups

.

study Group

• Armored Combat Vehicle Technology (ACVT)

Date
Convened

MARCH 1979

• Future Close Combat Vehicle study (FCCVS) FEBRUARY 1980

• Tank Armament Review Group (TARG)

• Army Tank Program Analysis (ATPA)

• Future Armored Combat System (FACS)

• Special study Group, Armor (SSGA)

• Armor Investment Strategy (AIS) Group

• Armored Combat Vehicle, Science
Technology (ACVST)

• Platform Modernization Program (PMP)

JANUARY 1981

JULY 1981

JANUARY 1982

JANUARY 1983

APRIL 1983

AUGUST 1983

MARCH 1984

• Defense Science Board (DSB) - Armor/
Anti-Armor study
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One central theme that repeatedly received the

attention of these study groups was that of an armored

family of vehicles. Employment of a vehicle family appeared

to resolve many of the shortcomings and weaknesses that were

being assessed in the research. The Army had long

recognized the advantages and utility of planning and

developing a fleet of vehicles that stressed maximum chassis

and component commonality. Although this was not a new

concept, development and procurement of a vehicle family

entailed a major departure from the Army's traditional item-

by-item development process and its "by eaches" approach

(one type of vehicle at .a time) to systems procurement.

This, however, had long been thought unachievable by Army

leaders.

Army leaders and logisticians were also becoming

concerned by the increasing proliferation of major armored

vehicle components. In 1976, the Army's heavy armored force

had

••. five different armored vehicle chassis (consisting of
hull, suspension, and drivetrain), five different types
of track, three different engines, and four different
transmissions. After ten years of modernization
[(through 1986)], the counts increased to eight
different chassis (with 17 different hull designs),
eight different track designs, five different engines
(with 14 different propulsion system configurations) and
eight different transmissions. [Ref. 1] (Figure 2)
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In addition to the expansion of chassis and automotive

components, other vehicle system components were also

growing; the opportunity to capitalize upon any form of

vehicle system commonality was quickly being lost.

Development of a vehicle family provided the Army

with the chance to reverse this trend. Combined with the

conclusions of the study groups, the concerns of the

logisticians helped the notion of system commonality and the

family of vehicles gain favor within Army combat development

and the RD&A communities.

a. special study Group, Armor

In 1984, the special study Group, Armor (SSGA)

reached the conclusion that it would be substantially more

cost effective to combine vehicles into a common family

rather than field unique systems. SSGA maintained that the

item-by-item process resulted in a "stovepiped" (Figure 3)

development process and didn't lend itself to future across

the-force (total force) requirements. In the stovepipe

process, individual systems were planned from the bottom-up

rather than using a top-down approach. This bottom-up

method integrated an already existing baseline chassis with

a specific mission module. While this method resulted in

the rapid development and fielding of required systems, the

design based trade-offs inherent in this process frequently

yielded SUb-optimized systems. The operational
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Figure 3. "stovepiped" Acquisition Process
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